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REMARKS 

The Office Action dated June 8, 2009 (referred to hereinafter as "the Office Action")- has 
beesi received and reviewed. Claims 29-3 1 . 33-35 and. 37-39 were pending in the application, of 
which claims 29-31. 33-35 and 37-39 are currently under examination. Claims 1-28, 32, 36 and 
40 were previously canceled. Claims 29, 33 and 37 have been amended. No new matter has 
been added. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the application m light of fhe remarks 

below. 

Claim Rejections under 35 &S.C. _§J93 

ks the Office Action, claims 29-31. 33-35 and 37-39 stand rejected as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,515,975 to Chheda ct al. CChheda") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5.898,682 
to Kauai {"'KanaO and further m view of U.S. Patent No. 6,567,682 to Moon rMoon"), 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection, as hereinafter set forth. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness the prior an reference {or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest ail the claim limitations. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981. 985 
i'CCPA 1974); see a/so MPEP § 2143.03. Additionally, the Examiner must determine whether 
there is "an apparent reason to combine the known elements m the fa-^hi-n claused by the patent 
at issue." KSR Ini 7 Co v. Telefax Inc. * 127 S. Ct. 1727.. 1740-1741, 167 I. .Ed, 2d 705.. 75 
USLW 4289.. 82 U.S.P.Q.2d 13*5 (2007). Further, rejections on obviousness grounds ''cannot be 
sustained by mere concluaory statements; instead, there must be sortie articulated reasoning with 
some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness.'"- Id at 1 741. . q uoting 
In re Kahu 441 . f ,3d 977, 9SS (Fed. Ch\ 2006). Finally, to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness there must be a reasonable expectation of success. In re Merck & Co.. Inc., S00 
f .2d 1 09! , 109? (Fed. Cir. 1986). Furthermore, the reason that would have prompted the 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must be found in the prior art, common 
knowledge, or the nature of the problem itself, and not based on the Applicant's disclosure. 
DySiar Textilfarhen GmbH & Co. Deurschland KG v. C. H. Patrick Co.. 464 F.3d 1356.. 1367 
(Fed. Cir. 2006 r, MPEP § 2144. Underlying the obvious determination is the fact that statutorily 
prohibited hindsight cannot be used. KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1742; DySiar. 464 F.3d at 1367. 
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Further, the Office Action concedes, "Chheda et al fail to specifically disclose that the 
SNR of a pilot channel is increased;' and relies upon Moon by alleging teachings of "increasing a 
pilot channel transmit power level of the pilot, channel transmitted by the wireless de vice during a 
haixiofT (Office Action, P p 3- Us. 

Applicant respectfully submits that neither Chheda nor Kanai nor Moon, either 
individually nor in any proper combination, teach or suggest Applicant's invention, as presently 
claimed in amended independent claims 29, 33 and 37, which each recite, in part, "increasing a 
target signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of a reverse link pilot channel carrying at least one of the 
power control signals for at least, one of the plurality of base station transceivers when the quality 
of the at least one of the power control signals for the at least one of the plurality of base station 
transceivers is below a predefined target signal quality." 

Therefore, since neither Chheda nor Kauai nor Moon teach or suggest at least "increasing 
a target signal-to-noise ratio {SNR} of a reverse link pilot channel carrying at least one of the 
power control signals for at least one of the plur ality of base station transceivers when the quality 
of the at least one of the power control signals for the at least one of the plurality of base station 
transceivers is below a predefined target signal quality" as claimed by Applicant, these 
references, individually or in any proper combination, canm>| render obvious, under 35 Li.S.C. 
§103, Applicant's invention as presently claimed in amended independent claims 29, 33 and 37. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the rejection of amended independent claims 29, 33 
and 37 be withdrawn. 

Pepooctent Cl aims 3t\ 31, .U. 35, 38 and 39 

The nooo>\ vnsness of mdeperukx dasm 29 precludes a rejection of elanns 30 and 3 j 
vh:Jj cepuid thtTcirom because a JcpeDoent claim obve-us onl> tt'the independent claim 
Torr which it depends is .>b\3oty> 5'cv in;; "m e. 5 \ S P Q 2d 1596. '600 (red, Ct. ta 
t "S" V1PFP $ 2 [43 03 Therefore, Apphe.im resneetlb.1 y requests ^nhdi.j^al ^'ihc 35 ;J.S C. $ 
I03(ai ohmusnos-; rejeai >n to ■ndepeudeut eia.m 29 and dakns 3^ and 31 wkc. depend 
therefrom. 

The nonohv -ousness ofmdervtuiem claim 33 precludes a rqxetior <k cUirns ^4 and 35 
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merefrom. 
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ENTRY OF AMENDMENTS 

The proposed amendments to claims 2°. 33 arid 37 above should he enteied because the 
amendments are supported b> the as-filed specification arid drawings and do not add any nevs 
maUer to the application. F tinner, the amendment:; do not raise new issues or require a further 
search. 

CONCLUSION 

In lijh* oi'th',' arguments eom:rne\l herein, <\ppkeant submits that the application is v\ 
condition rbi -iMovvonee. for which carl, action s requested 

Please „>nrge <\ny lee^ due or o'vcrpavraenfs related to th:s response ro Deposit \^coan\ 
No. 17-0026. 

Respectfully submitted, 

5 <;<-' 

Dated: August 10, 2009 By: ' x * « , N 

Charles E. EggeS. &cg. No. 56,343" 
(858)658-1639 
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